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) ORDER DENYING

) REHEARING AND

) RECONSIDERATION

This matter comes before the Public Service Commission of South Carolina (the

Commission) on Petitions for Rehearing and/or Reconsideration of Order No. 2002-285,

filed by Kiawah Island Utility, Inc. (the utility) and by Kiawah Property Owners Group

(KPOG), the Town of Kiawah Island (the Town), Cougar Point Golf Company, LLC,

Kiawah Island Inn Company, LLC, Kiawah Real Estate Company, LLC, Kiawah Tennis

Club, LLC, Night Heron Park Company, LLC, Osprey Point Golf Company, LLC, The

Ocean Course Golf Club, LLC, and Turtle Point Golf Company, LLC (KIR)(all but

Kiawah Island Utility, Inc. collectively known as the Intervenors). Because of the

reasoning stated below, both the Petitions are denied and dismissed.

First, Kiawah Island Utility, Inc. requests that this Commission reconsider certain

accounting adjustments adopted by it in Order No. 2002-285, namely, management fees,

the Ocean Course Drive Extension, and reduction of plant for' availability fees. We reject

reconsideration.

With regard to management fees, as the utility noted, the Commission adopted the

Staffs suggested adjustment reduction of the recognized expense for management fees
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from $100,000perannum(theactualamountpaid) throughareductionof ($64,000).As

notedby theutility, thenet effectof this adjustmentis to reduceits recognizedexpense

for managementfeesto KiawahIslandResortAssociates,LP (KRA) to $36,000.The

utility statesthatthesubstantialevidencesupportsrecognitionof theentireexpenseof

$100,000.Theutility notesthatits witnessesDennis,Clarkson,andGuastella

demonstratedthatKRA providesservicesandbenefitsto it not coveredin thedirectlabor

costandoverheadexpenses,the specificbasisfor'theStaffadjustment,andasksusto

reconsiderour'holdingthat"thereis anabsenceof dataandinformationfrom whichthe

reasonablenessandproprietyof theseservicesrenderedandthereasonablenesscostof

servicescanbeascertained."(Order,page13).

We denyreconsiderationon thispoint.Althoughtheremaybesomeintangible

benefitsavailableto theutility by its associationwith KRA, thesearevery difficult to

quantify,andassuch,donotmeetthe"known andmeasurable"testfor'ratemaking.As

statedin OrderNo. 2002-285,theStaffhasdifficulty gaugingparticipationof the

partner'sand/ordirectorsof KRA in theaffairsof theutility. Further',otherservicesand

benefitsarenotquantified.Webelievethatthedirectlabor'costof $35,489and$511of

overheadexpenseisknown andmeasurable,therefore,wehold thatouroriginal

adjustmentis correct. SeeTr., Scott,at285-287.

Second,theutility requeststhatwe reconsiderour finding adoptingStaff's

proposedadjustmentrelatedto theOceanCourseDrive Extension.Staff's adjustment

reducedplantby ($210,574)anddepreciationexpenseby ($4,683).Theutility notesthat

Staffbasedits estimateon themaximumnumberof 410taps.Theutility statesthatthe
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clearweightof theevidencedemonstratedthattherewerefar fewerpotentialtapsoff the

OceanCourseDrive ExtensionthanStaffestimated,andthattheentireline is

substantiallyin service.CompanywitnessGuastellastatedthattheextensioncan

accommodateup to 203lots, or 285equivalentresidentialconnections.Therearenow

186equivalentresidentialconnectionsto themain.If theconnectedequivalentresidential

connectionsareadjustedby theStaff's 75%factor,theresultingnumberindicatesthatthe

OceanCourseDrive Extensionis substantiallyin serviceandtheentireline shouldbe

consideredusedanduseful,asperGuastella.Tr., Guastella,at 112.

TheCompanyarguesthat thereis no ruleor standardthatrequiresthat every

possibletapbeconnectedto alinebeforeits full costmayberecognizedasplant and

depreciated.UndertheCompany'stheory,thereshouldbeno reductionin plantor

depreciationexpenseresultingfrom unusedcapacity.We discernno errorin ouroriginal

holding.

Order'No. 2002-285outlinedStaff'svery specificmethodologyin calculatingits

adjustmentson this issue.SeeTr., Scott,at289-291.After reexaminationof this

testimony,we rejectthe Company'spositionthattheentireline shouldbeconsidered

usedanduseful,because,quitesimply,it is not..Staffdeterminedthattherearein current

existence106tapsoutof apossible410taps.Clearly,the line is only partially in use,

and,assuch,we rightfully did not recognizefull costin OrderNo.2002-285.We still

believethattheformulaoutlinedin that Orderproperlyallowsapartial costof this line to

theCompany.We rejectthis groundfor reconsideration.
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Third, theCompanytakesissuewith theCommission-adoptedStaffreductionof

plant for'availability fees.In Order'No.2002-285,we adoptedStaff'sproposed

adjustmentof ($1,512,920)to ratebaseand($33,284)from depreciationexpensefor

availability feescollectedthroughDecember31, 1991.Staffconsiderstheseavailability

feesto beacontributionin aidof construction,which arerelatedto transferTedplanton

thebooksof theutility. Tr., Scott,at 284-285.TheCompanystatesin its Petitionthat

theseadjustmentsshouldnotbemadeto ratebaseanddepreciationexpensebecause

KRA hascontributeddistributionlinesandotherplantof avaluegreatlyin excessof

$1,512,920.Thedifficulty is thattheutility doesnot car_'ythecontributeddistribution

linesandotherfacilitieson its books,sotheseamountsarenotofficially documented,and

theCommissionStaffhasnowayof auditingtheseamounts.Accordingly,we cannot

balanceout availability feeswith theseundocumentedcontributions.TheCompany's

third groundfor reconsiderationmustbe rejected.Accordingly,wedenyanddismissthe

utility's Petition.

TheIntervenorsallegeeleven(11)separategroundsfor rehearingand

reconsiderationof OrderNo. 2002-285.

First, theIntervenorsrepeattheir concernsthatmostof the issuescontestedby

theminvolve transactionsbetweentheutility andKRA that arenot at"arms-length."The

Intervenorsstatethat,sincethemanagementof thetwo entitiesis the same,thereis no

independentprotectionof ratepayers'interestswheninter-companytransactionsbetween

thetwo companiesareinvolved.Under'theIntervenors'theory,whenKRA chargescosts

andexpensesto theutility, KRA's profits andcashposition increase.If suchchargesare
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allowedfor ratemakingpurposes,theratepayerspay for them,andtheinterestexpenseon

anydebtincurredby theutility in orderto payKRA. Also, accordingto theIntervenors,

if thechargesaredisallowedfor ratemakingpurposes,andKRA is notrequiredto repay

theutility, thentheratepayersstill pay for interestexpenseon thedebt,but thecashends

upwith KRA. Unfortunatelyfor theIntervenors,however,theevidenceusedin the

recordto supportthis theoryis not,in theopinionof thisCommission,credible,while the

Company'sreply testimonyon theissueis verycredible.

Specifically,IntervenorwitnessHissomsimply statesthattheutility andKRA

havearelationshipthat appearsto resultin "relatedparty transactions,"andthatthe

relationshipbetweenthetwo is unusual.Hissomcitesasanexamplethefact thatthere

areDirectorsof KRA who alsoserveasofficersof theutility. Further,Hissomnotesthat

plant assetsof KRA havebeensoldto theutility at coststhatreflecthistoricalinstalled

costor currentreplacementcost,which Hissomstatesis unusual.Tr., Hissom,at222.We

wouldnotethatHissomdoesnotprovidespecificexamplesof the latterphenomenon.

As CompanywitnessGuastellacorrectlypointsout,Hissomfailedto supporthis

beliefswith anyquantitativeanalysisor theory.Further,therelationshipbetweenKRA

andtheutility is typical in Guastella'svastexperience.As newly formeddeveloper

relatedutilities with no financialhistory, theaffiliateddevelopersnot only typically, but

invariablyprovidefundsasaninvestmentin theutility. Tr., Guastella,at 123-124.

Wehavescrutinizedtherelationshipbetweenthedeveloper'andtheutility

pursuantto theSupremeCourt'schargein Hilton Head Plantation Utilities, Inc. v. The

Public Service Commission of South Carolina, S.C., 441 S.E. 2d 321(1994). Under'
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thedirectivesof thatcase,chargesarisingoutof intercompanyrelationshipsbetween

affiliatedcompaniesshouldbescrutinizedwith care,andif thereis anabsenceof data

andinformationfrom whichthereasonablenessandproprietyof theservicesrendered

andthereasonablecostof renderingsuchservicescanbeascertainedby theCommission,

allowanceis properlyrefused.

Oneexampleof this Commission'sutilization of thisstandardis foundin our

holdingonmanagementfeesabove.TheCompanyaskedfor $100,000in management

fees.Staffcouldonly document$36,000worth of managementfees,andwe agreedwith

Staff's adjustment,findingproof for $100,000lacking. This isbut oneexampleof our

applicationof theHilton Head Plantation Utilities standard as set out by the Supreme

Court. The Intervenors have propounded an interesting theory as to how the parent

corporation somehow gains from the utility, but we do not find any evidence in the record

to support this theory. We have applied the proper standard in the examination of

affiliate transactions under the Supreme Court's mandate. Thus, this allegation of error

must be rejected.

Further, with regard to management fees, the Intervenors state that this

Commission has failed to require KRA to repay "excessive" management fees charged

the utility, plus interest. First, this Commission has no statutory authority to order KRA

(the developer) to do anything. We only have authority over utilities. This Commission's

jurisdiction is defined by statute and does not extend to non-parties that are not public

utilities. See S.C. Code Ann. Section 58-3-140 (Supp. 2001) and 58-5-240 (Supp. 2001).

Indeed, KPOG recognized this limitation of the Commission's jurisdiction in its
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AmendedPetitionfor RehearingandReconsiderationof OrderNo. 2000-713in Docket

No. 96-168-W/S,whereit stated,"KRA is notundertheCommission'sjurisdiction..."

Thiswastantamountto astipulationin thatDocket,andwecertainlybelievethatit

appliesto thisDocketaswell. SeeS.C. Dept. of Transportation v. Richardson, 335 S.C.

278, 516 S.E. 2d 3 (Ct. App. 1999), which held that a stipulation has been defined by the

South Carolina Supreme Court as an agreement, admission or concession made in

judicial proceedings by the parties thereto or their attorneys. .and also noting that

"Stipulations, of course, are binding upon those who make them..." quoting Porter v.

South Carolina Public Service Commission, 333 S.C. 12, 507 S.E. 2d 328 (1998).

Clearly, at least KPOG of the Intervenors has already stipulated that KRA is not under

the Commission's jurisdiction, and therefore, that the Commission may not order KRA to

repay any monies.

Even looking beyond the jurisdictional question, as has been previously

discussed, we stated a proper basis in our first Order for granting $36,000 in management

fees, and su_ in this Order. These were directly attributable to figures appearing on the

Company's books. See Tr., Scott, at 285-287. Accordingly, this allegation of error is

without merit.

Third, the Intervenors allege that our original Order's provisions regarding

purchased water do not comport with the authority granted the Commission by the

Legislature in respect of the approved growth factor and the approval of"passthrough"

water' rates. The Intervenors state that the Order violates S.C. Code Ann. Section 58-5-
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240,sincenopublic notificationor publichearingis allowedonthereasonablenessof

futurerateincreasesresultingfrom theapprovalof the"passthrough."

An extensivediscussionof this Commission'sholdingoncustomergrowth

appearsin OrderNo. 2002-285at 22.ThatOrder'containsthespecificformulafor'

calculationof thatfactor,basedonHearingExhibit 5, Exhibit A-2. Webelievewe

correctlyconcludedthat Staff'scustomergrowthadjustmentcover'sgrowthfor the

increasedamountof purchasedwater,sincethefactoris alsousedto computegrowthfor

revenueandexpensesby developingafactor'from thenumber'of customersonthe

system.

We wouldnotethatthepassthroughindicatedis strictly thepassthroughof any

increasesin theCompany'swater'costsfrom its wholesalewater'supplier,St.Johns.In

thepast,the lackof apassthroughwouldmeanthattheCompanywouldhaveto returnto

this Commissionfor raterelief ona faMy frequentbasis.Thepassthi'oughmechanism

allowsadjustmentof therateto thecustomers,with Commissionoversight.We have

requiredtheCompanyto submitaproposedincreasein wholesalewatercostsfor studyat

least60daysin advanceof thetimeto originatethenewcharge.TheCommissionwould

havetheability to analyzetheincreaseprior to it goinginto effect,andcouldrejectit if

anyirregularitiesarefound.SeeOrderNo. 2002-285at 14-15.

Further,wedisagreeandrejectthenotionthatwearein violation of S.C.Code

Ann. Section58-5-240for'notmandatingpublicnotificationor hearingon the

passthroughof thesewholesalewater'costs.Clearly,theCompany'scustomer'swill be

notifiedprior'to institutionof anypassthroughincrease.Second,however',S.C.Code
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Ann. Section58-5-240(G) (Supp.2001)statesthattheCommissionmayallow ratesto

beput into effectwithout ahearinguponOrderof theCommissionwhensuchratesdo

notrequireadeterminationof theentireratestructureandoverallrateof return.Wehold

thatthis is thesituationwith thepassthroughof wholesalewatercostsfrom St.Johns,i,e.

thereis no requirementfor adeterminationof the entireratestructureandoverallrateof

return.Thereis merelyapassthroughof the increasein thewholesalewatercost.

Therefore,this allegationof theIntervenorsis withoutmerit.

Next, theIntervenorscomplainthatthis Commission'sgrantedoperatingmargin

in thecontextof thisrateapplicationis "unconscionable,excessive,andconstitutesrate

shock." As apartialbasisfor'this allegation,theIntervenorscomparerevenuesgrantedin

thepresentcasewith revenuesgrantedin pastKiawahratecases.For example,the

IntervenorsnotethatthisCommissionhasawardedtheCompany$622,000in revenuesin

thepresentcase,andstatethatthis is approximately$240,000morethanthehighest

amountever'requestedby thecompanyandfully twice theamountgrantedin anyof the

previousratecasesin thepastdecade.SeePetitionfor RehearingandReconsiderationat

5. TheIntervenorsalsonote,however,thattherevenuesawardedin this caseconstitute

only 60%of theCompany'srequestedincrease.Id. at 6.

Althoughtheburdenof proofof reasonablenessof all costsincurredwhichenter'

into rate increaserequestrestswith theutility, autility's expensesarepresumedto be

reasonableandincurTedin goodfaith. Thepresumptionthatautility's expenseswhich

enterinto arate increaserequestarereasonableandincurredin goodfaith doesnot shift

burdenof persuasionbut shiftstheburdenof productionontothePublic Service
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Commissionor'othercontestingpartiesto demonstratetenablebasisfor raisingthe

specterof imprudence.Further,thedeclarationof anexistingpracticemaynot be

substitutedfor anevaluationof theevidence.SeeHamm v. South Car'olina Public Service

Commission and South Carolina Electric and Gas Company, 309 S.C. 282, 422 S.E. 2d

110 (1992).

We would note that our Order 2002-285 presents specific discussions covering

each revenue and expense item, along with detailed descriptions of our' reasoning for each

finding. As we held in that Order, we did not find the testimony of the Intervenor

witnesses to be credible in attacking the Company's various adjustments. The Intervenors

simply failed to demonstrate imprudence on the part of the Company. Clear'ly, rather than

examining how we had ruled on various revenue and expense issues in the past, we

specifically and completely examined every issue and laid out detailed explanations for

our findings in the present case, which we still consider' to be unrefuted.

Further, on the specific issue of the 10.75% operating margin, we would note that

the testimony of Company witness Guastella supports our finding in the present case, as

pointed out in Order No. 2002-285 at 30. See Tr., Guastella at 108-111. Guastella

testified that the operating margin must generate enough income to provide equity

investor's with a reasonable return on existing investment and to enable the utility to

attract capital. The witness then went on to explain the basis for' his recommendation. The

10.75% number is actually a combination of separate margins of 9.41% calculated for

water' and 13.88% calculated for' sewer'. Tr., Guastella, at 110. See also Application

Schedules W-D and S-D. Further, the number recommended was in the range of



DOCKET NO.2001-164-W/S- ORDERNO. 2002-517
JULY 11,2002
PAGE 11

reasonablenessfor water'andsewer'utilities. Tr., Guastella,at 109.We believethatour'

findingonoperatingmarginwassupportedby substantialevidence.

TheIntervenorsalsocontestourholdingonGolf CourseStandbyFees,andstate

that ourapprovalof this newratescheduleforcesthegolf coursesthathavetheir own

sourcesof waterto pay theCompanyhundredsof thousandsof dollarsayearfor a

servicethattheywill rarelyuse.TheIntervenorsstatethatthis is apunitivetariff for'golf

coursesthat donotneedwater'from theCompany.TheIntervenorsalsoallege,inter'alia,

thatthenewly approvedscheduledisruptseconomicplanningandinvestmentandmust

be reconsidered.

We disagree.Therationalefor approvalof theratewasexplainedatlengthin

Order'2002-285at33-34.We believethat CompanywitnessGuastellacorrectlytestified

thatwithout theStandbyRatein effectto recoverthefull costof meetingoccasionally

largewater'demands,the existingcustomers,would, in effect,besubsidizingthecostof

thefacilitiesnecessaryto meetthatdemand.Tr., Guastella,at 116-117.Therationale

providedby thatwitnessis clearlycorrect,andthisportionof theIntervenors

reconsideration/rehearingrequestmustbedenied.

With regardto issuessix (6) through(9) of theIntervenor'sPetitionfor Rehearing

andReconsiderationof Order'No. 2002-285,wemustexpresssomedegreeof confusion.

TheIntervenorshavereferredrepeatedlyin discussionsof thoseissuesto OrderNo.

2000-713.Wewould notethatthis Orderappearsin DocketNo 96-168-W/S,aprior

Kiawah ratecasedocket,which is amatterpresentlyon appealin thecourts.The

Intervenorsfiled Petitionfor ReconsiderationandRehearingof OrderNo. 2002-285in
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thepresentDocket.Thereappearsto besomeconfusiononthepartof theIntervenorsas

well ason thepar_of this Commissionasto theInter-_enor'sintent.We wouldnotethat

all of theallegationsin theIntervenors'discussionof issuessix (6) throughnine(9)

shouldbedeniedsummarily,sincetheIntervenorshavenot outlinedallegederrorsin

OrderNo.2002-285,but havepointedto allegederrorsin aCommissionOrderpresently

alreadyon appealbeforetheCourts.Wewould further'notethatnoneof these

adjustmentswereraisedby theCompanyin this case,but somewereonly mentioned

tangentiallyby TownwitnessHissom.

However,sincethesameissuesseemto comeup repeatedlyfrom thesame

intervenorsin everyratecasefiled by Kiawah IslandUtility, Inc.,wewill goaheadand

rule ontheindividual issuesasif theyhadbeenreferredto aserroneousin thepresent

Docket.

TheIntervenorsagaincomplainthatwehavefailedto addresstheeffectof

Developerto Utility landleaseson theUtility. TownwitnessHissomstatedthatthe

Companyhasbuilt utility infrastructureon leasedlandsites,but that,typically, utilities

ownthelandonwhich theybuild immovableinfrastructure.Hissomalsocomplainsthat

theCompanycanlaterbuy thelandin questionfor one-halfmarketvalueat anytime

duringtheleaseperiod.Hissomstatesthatthis is oneof the"questionable"transactions

betweentheCompanyandtheholding companythatownstheutility. Tr., Hissom,at

223.First,weagainnotethatCompanywitnessGuastellafoundtheutility-holding

companyrelationshipnot-at-allunusual.Tr., Guastella,at 123.We previouslyexamined

thisrelationshipundertheHilton Head Plantation Utilities standard, and have found it to
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beappropriate.In addition,wewouldnotethatthe issueof anadjustmentfor landleases

wasnotraisedin this caseexceptfor its merementionby Hissom.Wewouldnotethat

thismatter'isbeinglitigated in at leastoneother'casebeforetheCourts,andtheargument

madeherehasbeensoundlyrejectedby theJune3, 2002Orderof theHonorableCasey

Manningat 11-13.We alsorejecttheargumenton thesamegroundsasdid Judge

Manning.As JudgeManningnoted,inter alia,neitherCommissionRegulation103-541,

nor'103-743requiresthe Commissionto disallowexpensesassociatedwith such

contractsfor ratemakingpurposesif theCommissionmakesspecificfindingssupporting

theusefulnessof the agreementsaswell asthereasonablenessandfairnessof charges

arisingtherefrom,whichtheCommissionhasdonein variousratecasesin thepast.

Althoughwe think thatthe landleaseissueis beingraisedimproperlyin theIntervenors

Petitionasit wasnot acontestedissuein theratecasebelow,we rejecttheInter-tenors'

assertionsbasedon thereasoningasstatedabove.

Next,theIntervenorsstatethatthisCommissionhasfailedto properlyaddressthe

issueof $891,660of"unidentified assets,"which werechargedto the Companyin 1991

by theDeveloper'.Althoughmentionedin thetestimonyof witnessHissom(Tr., Hissom,

at 223),this matter'hasbeensettledby prior rateordersin Kiawahcases,andis further'

addressedin theJudgeManning's Orderat 13-15.As that Orderstates,this Commission

first addressedthis issuein OrderNo. 92-1030,whereinwe disalloweddepreciation,

accumulateddepreciation,andinterestexpenseassociatedwith $891,660of theseassets,

becauseit wasunclear'"whether'or'not theyhadbeenpreviouslydonatedto theutility

companyby thepredecessor'parent."Similar'treatmentwasallowedin OrderNo. 2000-
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713at21-25.As JudgeManningstatesin his Order',andastheIntervenorsstatein their

Petitionin thepresentcase,theIntervenorsbelievethattheDevelopershouldrepaythe

Companyfor the$891,660,plusinterest.

As JudgeManningnotes,andaswehavealreadynotedsupra, the Commission

does not have jurisdiction in this rate case to order the developer, KRA, a non-party, to

repay the Company. Manning Order at 14. As we said in Order No. 2000-927 at 6, if the

Intervenors believe that they have a justifiable claim against KRA for various monies,

they will have to pursue that claim in another' forum. This portion of the Intervenor's

Petition is also denied.

Further, the Intervenors state in their' Petition that this Commission "again failed

to properly account for' the collection of building incentive fees collected after December

31, 1991 ." Once again, we would note that the Commission cites an Order from a prior

docket when it quotes language, ie. Order No. 2000-713. See Petition at 14. Again, this is

grounds for denial of the proposition in itself. In fact, Judge Manning ruled that this

Commission had properly disposed of the building incentive fee issue in Order No. 2000-

713. Manning Order at 15. Judge Manning also ruled that the Commission properly ruled

on the issue in Order No. 2000-927. We hereby incorporate our' language in those orders

and Judge Manning's June 3, 2002 Order in once again rejecting the allegation with

regard to building incentive fees. We have properly ruled on this matter' several times in

the past, and we readopt that ruling, since no circumstances have changed since we made

those rulings.
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With regardto fire hydrants,theIntervenorsonceagaincite OrderNo. 2000-713,

anOrderfrom apreviousdocket,whichonceagain,is groundsfor summarilyrejecting

theproposition.Onceagain,however,theIntervenorsaskthattheDeveloperbeordered

to reimburseKiawah for thecostof fire hydrants,plusinterest.Petitionat 17.Once

again,theCommissionhasnojurisdictionto ordersuchareimbursement,asperthe

Orderof JudgeManning,andour'prior'Orders.Accordingly,reconsiderationis deniedon

this issue.

Thenextallegationof erroron thepartof theInter-tenorshasto dowith

transmissionversusdistributioncostallocations.Again,this issuedoesnot appear'to have

beenreferencedin theIntervenors'caseduringtheproceedingonthis matter'.

Accordingly,thismattermaynot nowbe raisedfor'thefirst time on reconsideration.We

haveproperlyaddressedthis issuein thepast,in anyevent.SeeManningOrderat20.

Lastly, theIntervenorsrequestin theirPetitionthatno actionbetakenuntil the

outcomeof themanagementauditreferTedto in DocketNo. 98-328-W/S,OrderNo.

2000-0401is available,andthattheIntervenorsrequestleaveto amendandrevisetheir'

Petitionbasedon thefindingsof themanagementaudit.Thisrequestis denied.There

havebeenmajor'difficulties in preparingfor'theaudit,andmuchdisagreementasto the

scopeof theaudit,the identity of theauditor,andothermatters.Therefore,it doesnot

appear'to usthatweshoulddelayanyactionon thePetitionuntil saidauditis completed,

sincethecompletiondateof theauditis unpredictableatthispoint.Nor shouldwe allow

anamendmentbasedon theoutcomeof anauditnotyet begun.
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Becauseof thereasoningasstatedabove,thePetitionis deniedanddismissed.

ThisOrder'shallremainin full forceandeffectuntil further'Orderof the

Commission.

BY ORDEROFTHE COMMISSION:

_l_irman V

ATTEST:

Executiv]Di_c r

(SEAL)


